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Abstract 
Psychological Capital (PsyCap) consists of hope, self-efficacy, resilience and optimism. It is usually assumed that 
individuals score similarly across these four components, however, there have been suggestions in the literature 
that in some cases, people can score high on some dimensions and low on others, and that it is necessary to 
explore the matter further (Dawkins, 2014). Hence, the main objective of this article is to explore if the 
relationship between the dimensions of PsyCap results in individual profiles; to see which sociodemographic 
characteristics they have, and how the profiles relate to job satisfaction and performance. 
The sample consists of 1752 employees from different companies in Spain. We used Latent Profile Analysis and 
the results revealed that a four-profile model is the best fit for our data, where Profile 1 was characterized by 
low self-efficacy and hope, and high resilience and optimism; Profile 2 by high self-efficacy and hope, and low 
resilience and optimism; Profile 3 by low self-efficacy and high hope, resilience and optimism; and Profile 4 by 
high scores on all PsyCap constructs. 
The majority of the sample was classified in Profile 4, showing support for the unitary structure of PsyCap. 
However, for some individuals scores differed across the four PsyCap dimensions. Furthermore, there were high-
low and low-high configurations for hope and self-efficacy on the one hand, and resilience and optimism on 
the other. Lastly, our results emphasize the combination of hope and self-efficacy as important contributors to 
employee outcomes. 
Keywords: profiles, psychological capital, hope, self-efficacy, resilience, optimism 
 Introduction 
Psychological Capital (PsyCap) is currently a widely researched construct which originated from Positive 
Psychology and Positive Organizational Behavior: the application of positive personal capacities in the workplace 
(Avey, Reichard, Luthans, & Mhatre, 2011; Imam, Ali, & Soo, 2017; Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2017; Newman, 
Ucbasaran, Zhu, & Hirst, 2014). PsyCap is a second-order construct, which consists of four sub-dimensions: 1) 
self-efficacy: having confidence to take on and put in the necessary effort to succeed at challenging tasks; 2) 
hope: persevering toward goals and, when necessary, redirecting paths to goals in order to succeed; 3) resilience: 
when beset by problems and adversity, sustaining and bouncing back and even beyond to attain success; and 
4) optimism: making a positive attribution about succeeding now and in the future (Luthans et al., 2007, p. 3). 
The four PsyCap dimensions share many characteristics and PsyCap represents the underlying connection 
between them. PsyCap is defined as “one’s positive appraisal of circumstances and probability for success based 
on motivated effort and perseverance” (Luthans, Avolio, Avey, & Norman, 2007. p.10). Although the PsyCap 
dimensions are inter-correlated, they are independent, distinct variables which have been empirically shown to 
have discriminant validity (see Luthans, Avolio, & Avey, 2007; Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2007). In this sense, 
the four can be sufficiently independent, so that people can have different levels of hope, self-efficacy, resilience 
and optimism even though they are considered indicators of the same multidimensional construct. 
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One of the main contributions of the PsyCap construct, which has been underlined by the authorship team is 
that as a multidimensional construct, PsyCap explains variance in outcome variables beyond the four dimensions 
that constitute it. However, this has not always been the case and in some instances the predictive power of 
PsyCap varies across samples (Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2017). 
In relation to this, (Dawkins, Martin, Scott, & Sanderson, 2013) advocated the use of the four components 
separately to increase the understanding of how they work and relate to one another. Furthermore, Dawkins et 
al., (2013) stress the limitations of using a composite PsyCap score because it omits any information about the 
variance across the four dimensions, and points out the necessity ´´to further validate the use of a composite 
PCQ score” (p. 16). Her work lays emphasis on the possibility that the PsyCap components do not go in 
synchrony in all cases, and it is possible for some people to score high on some elements but low on others. 
One way to address these concerns is through exploring whether individual PsyCap profiles exist, meaning 
profiles of individuals who score high on certain PsyCap dimensions but low on others. The most recent review 
on PsyCap by Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, (2017) also recommends for future research should explore the 
´´individuals who may be particularly low on one or more subcomponents and high on others´´ (p. 14). 
It is also likely that certain profiles are linked to demographic variables, such as tenure (Dawkins, 2014). This is 
because some of the PsyCap dimensions, like self-efficacy, are built through previous experience, so it is likely 
that a more tenured employee will feel more highly efficacious in their job than a less experienced one. In this 
vein, it is useful to consider if people with certain demographics are more likely to have a certain PsyCap 
profile/typology. In addition, the value of testing for PsyCap profiles that differ across the four dimensions stems 
from the possibility that these profiles relate differently to employee outcomes (Dawkins, 2014). However, to 
our knowledge, none has explored this issue. 
In line with all of the above, the first and primary objective of this article is to test whether individual profiles 
across the four PsyCap dimensions exist. Secondly, we explore how such profiles are related to demographics, 
particularly, gender, age, educational level, tenure and seniority. Thirdly, we relate these profiles to outcome 
variables of performance and satisfaction, specifically intrinsic satisfaction, in-role performance and OCB, as they 
are variables known to be influenced by PsyCap and its dimensions, but have not been tested previously in 
relation to specific PsyCap variation. 
Theoretical Background 
Multidimensional or superordinate constructs englobe a combination of specific dimensions (see Edwards, 2001 
for a review), as is the case of PsyCap. They are defined by their dimensions; in other words, the dimensions are 
variables that function as specific indicators of a more general underlying construct (Edwards, 2001). Second-
order constructs are often used in research on personality and personal capacities, for example, core-self-
evaluation (Judge & Bono, 2001) or transformational leadership (Bass, 1999). 
The utility of such multidimensional constructs is a subject of debate in the organizational behavior literature 
(Edwards, 2001). The defenders of multidimensional constructs have argued that they are more useful from a 
theoretical standpoint because they allow the generalization of theories and connect comprehensive concepts 
to broad outcomes, which is more realistic, practical and likely to explain more variance than separate 
components alone. This argument has been put forwards by the authoring team of PsyCap who have shown in 
some studies that the composite variable PsyCap predicts variance above and beyond its four components 
(Luthans, Avolio, & Avey, 2007; Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2017). 
On the other hand, a number of authors have criticized the utility of multidimensional constructs due to 
ambiguity and lack of precision. They argue that the relationships between the sub-dimensions and outcome 
variables remain unclear and that any variation within the overall construct could mean variation within one or 
more of the sub-dimensions that is not tapped. Relationships between multidimensional constructs and other 
variables are very difficult to develop with theoretical accuracy since different explanations for the relationship 
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can be given for different sub-dimensions of the construct (Johns, 1998). In addition, the multidimensional 
construct may explain less variance in outcomes than the sub-dimensions taken collectively. 
This perspective can also be applied to PsyCap, as there are studies that concluded that the overall PsyCap factor 
does not predict wellbeing and performance beyond the four dimensions, thus questioning the use a second 
order factor and a composite score. For instance, (Kauko-Valli & Haapanen, 2013) found that out of the four 
dimensions of PsyCap, only hope was positively related to the growth intentions of entrepreneurs. Rego, 
Marques, Leal, Sousa, & Pina e Cunha, (2010) used the four dimensions separately, as well as the composite 
PsyCap score in a regressions analysis to predict performance in Portuguese civil servants. They even split the 
hope dimension into its components waypower and willpower (Snyder, 2015) and found out that most variance 
in performance was explained when the separate dimensions were introduced to the regression after the overall 
PsyCap factor (Rego et al., 2010). If the order was reversed, no additional variance was explained by the PsyCap 
factor. In addition, in their analysis, optimism, resilience and the willpower dimension of hope were significant 
predictors of performance, while self-efficacy and the waypower dimension were not. 
Further questions regarding the multidimensional nature of PsyCap are raised by the use of its composite score. 
Superordinate constructs are often measured with subscales for each dimension and the composite score on 
their dimensions is what is utilized in statistical analysis. Although common, this approach is problematic 
because it does not tackle measurement error and ignores the unique contribution of each of the sub-
dimensions, as well as the variance in each dimension which is not captured by the second-order factor (Bagozzi 
& Edwards, 1998). Using a composite score has been pointed out as a limitation of the PsyCap measure, as it 
fails to account for variations across self-efficacy, hope, resilience and optimism (Dawkins, 2014; Dawkins, Martin, 
Scott, & Sanderson, 2015). 
Such variation is likely to exist because even though the four PsyCap dimensions share many characteristics, 
they are still separate constructs which are distinguished from one another. In terms of communalities, for 
example, hope and self-efficacy share a component of agency- the motivation and energy to pursue a goal 
(Luthans & Jensen, 2002b); resilience and self-efficacy share a characteristic of perseverance in the face of 
difficulties (Luthans, Vogelgesang, & Lester, 2006); optimism and hope share positive future expectancies 
(Luthans & Jensen, 2002b), and optimism and resilience share emotional components of positivity, flexibility and 
adjustment (Fredrickson, Tugade, Waugh, & Larkin, 2003; Peterson, 2000). 
However, the PsyCap dimensions also differ in some ways and are generally considered to be independent 
constructs with discriminant validity (Carifio & Rhodes, 2002; Luthans, Avolio, Avey, et al., 2007; Luthans & 
Youssef-Morgan, 2007; Magaletta & Oliver, 1999). For instance, hope and optimism differ in the degree of 
generalizability of positive expectancies (Luthans & Jensen, 2002a). Self-efficacy and resilience differ in the type 
of perseverance that defines them: self-efficacy refers to maintaining motivation in the face of difficulties, while 
resilience refers to recuperating after difficulties have occurred (Luthans, Avolio, & Avey, 2007; Magaletta & 
Oliver, 1999). Thus, given that the PsyCap dimensions are unique and encompass different elements, they could 
be independent enough so that the same individual can have high levels of one or two dimensions, but low 
levels of the rest (Dawkins, 2014). 
Dawkins (2014) gives an example of the issue: two employees could obtain the exact same total PsyCap score, 
however one could have scored high on self-efficacy and hope, and lower on optimism and resilience, while the 
other could have scored similarly across all four dimensions. In this case, using a composite PsyCap score would 
only inform of the overall level of the four dimensions, but it does not account for different PsyCap profiles 
(Dawkins, 2014; Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2017). Dawkins (2014) further points out that it is important to 
determine if particular configurations or patterns emerge within the PsyCap dimensions and if there are 
individual typologies of PsyCap (Dawkins, 2014). 
Such typologies may depend on variables like tenure, for instance, as is illustrated by Dawkins (2014): 
inexperienced employees on a new job are likely to exhibit more optimism and hope because they are starting 
something new, but less resilience and self-efficacy since those are built through past experiences of successfully 
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dealing with specific work situations. A seasoned employee who has overcome work challenges in their previous 
experience is likely to have resilience and self-efficacy but may be lower on optimism and hope due to the 
predictability of the job they have been doing for a while (Dawkins,2014). 
To extend this line of though, demographics such as age, gender or educational level can also be a determinant 
in one’s PsyCap profile since they have been previously linked to some PsyCap dimensions. For instance, age 
has been found to influence hope-people over 55 years old score lower on hope compared to those under 55 ( 
Bailey & Snyder, 2007). Age has also been linked to resilience and it has been found that different elements of 
resilience tend to emerge in the different ages (González-Arratia Fuentes & Valdez, 2015). Age has also been 
connected to optimism, for instance Wong, Gardiner, Lang, & Coulon, (2008) showed that optimism is higher 
for older generations (Baby Boomers) compared to younger ones (Generation Y). 
Gender has been shown to influence self-efficacy: women tend to perceive themselves as less efficacious then 
men; and women also show higher levels of resilience compared to men (Busch, 1995; Pajares, 2002; Vaportzis, 
Clausen, & Gow, 2017). Educational level has been linked to hope, in that those with a higher education are less 
likely to experience high levels of hope (Waynor, Gao, & Dolce, 2012). Tenure and seniority in the organization 
are linked to self-efficacy and resilience, as explained in the example by Dawkins since more experience 
contributes to the belief of managing different situations and finding ways to handle difficulties (Bandura, 1993, 
1995; Hamill, 2001). 
Given these examples, we look at gender, age, educational level, tenure and seniority in the organization and 
test if they are related to PsyCap profiles or configurations. 
Lastly, the usefulness of PsyCap profiles lays in the possibility to check how they relate to outcome variables. 
The theory behind PsyCap stresses its contribution to performance and financial gain while aligning them with 
positivity and fulfillment at work, thus allowing for “adequate resource allocation within the realities of today’s 
competitive environment” (Avey, Luthans, & Youssef-Morgan, 2010, p. 3). Having information about possible 
PsyCap profiles/types and how they relate to wellbeing or performance would provide knowledge about which 
elements of PsyCap need to be reinforced in what type of employees in order to boost performance or wellbeing 
(Dawkins et al., 2015). 
Indeed, a significant amount of studies has researched the influence of PsyCap on performance and wellbeing 
variables  (e.g. Larson, 2006; Luthans, Avey, Clapp-Smith, & Li, 2008; Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2007; 
Sweetman, Luthans, Avey, & Luthans, 2011; Youssef‐Morgan & Luthans, 2015). Overall, PsyCap has most 
commonly been linked to individual performance and job satisfaction (see Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2017). 
Various studies have looked at in-role performance as a crucial outcome of PsyCap, showing that higher levels 
of PsyCap are linked to higher in-role performance (e.g. Du Plessis & Barkhuizen, 2012; Luthans, Avey, Avolio, & 
Peterson, 2010; Luthans, Avey, Clapp-Smith, & Li, 2008; Peterson, Luthans, Avolio, Walumbwa, & Zhang, 2011). 
As for job satisfaction, it has been the most common way to operationalize wellbeing at work as an outcome of 
PsyCap, and many studies have shown a relationship between PsyCap and job satisfaction (e.g. Abbas, Raja, 
Darr, & Bouckenooghe, 2014; Bergheim, Nielsen, Mearns, & Eid, 2015; Fu, Sun, Wang, Yang, & Wang, 2013). 
High levels of PsyCap have also been connected to desirable work attitudes and behaviors because of PsyCap’s 
elements of appreciation and motivation (Meyers, van Woerkom, de Reuver, Bakk, & Oberski, 2015; Siu, Bakker, 
& Jiang, 2014). Particularly, organizational citizenship behavior or OCB has often been associated with PsyCap 
(e.g. Cameron & Dutton, 2003; Diener & Seligman, 2004). 
Thus, since in-role performance, job satisfaction and OCB appear to be consistently related by PsyCap, we want 
to test how these three variables are linked to particular PsyCap profiles or configurations and not only to total 
PsyCap level. 
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Method 
Sample and Procedure 
The sample consists of 1752 employees from 45 Spanish organizations. The companies were approached by 
members of the research team, explaining the objectives and parameters of the study. Later on, preliminary 
meetings were organized with management of the companies which agreed to participate where the logistics 
were specified. Questionnaires were filled out in the workplace of participants, either on paper, tablet or online 
via a link. Researchers were available for clarifications and confidentiality of the data was guaranteed. 
Subjects who had over 30% missing data were eliminated from the samples. We had less than 5% missing data 
in the total database which allows for imputation of data (Schafer, 1999). Therefore, we imputed the missing 
data using Maximum Likelihood estimation with 25 iterations(Enders, 2001). 
82.4% of the companies were from the tertiary sector-, and 17.6% were in the secondary. 52.6% of the 
participants were women, 43.8% were men and 3.5% did not specify their gender. 27.6% were younger than 35 
years, 55.1% were between 35 and 55 years old, 15.4% were over 50, and 1.9% did not specify their age. 
Regarding education, 46.8% had a university degree, 19.1% had high school studies, 16.7% had occupational 
training, 11.6% had compulsory education, 1% had no studies and 4.8% did not specify their educational level. 
As for seniority in the organization, 9% have less than a year, 17.5% have between 1 and 5 years, 66.1 % have 
over 5 years and 7.4% did not specify their seniority. Finally, for job tenure, 15.6% had less than 1-year tenure at 
the same job, 25.9% had between 1 and 5 years, 51.5 % had over 5 years tenure and 6.9% did not specify. 
Measurement 
Psychological Capital was measured with a modified version of the short Psychological Capital Questionnaire 
with 12 items (PCQ-12) (Djourova, Rodríguez, Lorente, 2016). The scale measures the four PsyCap dimensions 
with three items per dimension, based on previously developed and tested scales for self-efficacy(Parker, 1998), 
hope (Snyder et al., 1996), resilience(Wagnild & Young, 1993) and optimism (Scheier & Carver, 1985). Sample 
items are “I feel confident in representing my work area in meetings with management” (self-efficacy); “I can get 
through difficult times at work because I've experienced difficulty before “(resilience). The items are evaluated 
on a Lykert scale from 1 (Completely disagree) to 6 (Completely agree).  Reliability for the PsyCap scale was .86, 
for the self-efficacy subscale .83, for hope .78, for resilience .71 and for optimism .83. 
Job satisfaction was measured with 9 items from Cooper, Rout, & Faragher (1989)’s job satisfaction scale, 
translated to Spanish by Pérez & Fidalgo, (1995). Five of the items measure intrinsic job satisfaction and four 
measure extrinsic job satisfaction. An example of an item for intrinsic job satisfaction is “To what extent do you 
feel satisfied with the freedom to choose your own method of working?”, and an example for extrinsic job 
satisfaction is “To what extent you feel satisfied with your hours of work?”. Subject rate the items on a Lykert 
scale from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 7 (very satisfied). Cronbach’s Alpha was .85. 
In-role performance was measured with 3 items from Williams & Anderson´s scale (1991) on in-role 
performance. A sample item is “I adequately complete assigned duties”. Agreement with the items was rated on 
a Lykert scale from 1 (strongly agree) to 7 (strongly disagree). Cronbach’s Alpha was .77. 
OCB was measured with 3 items based on Mackenzie, Podsakoff, & Podsakoff, (2011). A sample item is “I 
willingly share expertise, knowledge, and information to help improve the effectiveness of others in my work 
group”. Agreement with the items was rated on a Lykert scale from 1 (strongly agree) to 7 (strongly disagree). 
Cronbach’s Alpha was .67. 
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Data Analysis 
We used Latent Profile Analysis (LPA) in Mplus 6. This analysis distributes individuals in latent profiles so as to 
explain differences in the observed pattern of responses (Geiser, 2013). The analysis is done through testing 
models with a progressive number of classes to establish the most parsimonious one (with fewest classes) which 
can explain the data. Belonging to a certain profile is calculated based on probabilities, which makes this 
technique superior to cluster analysis (Geiser, 2013; Muthén & Muthén, 2008). Multiple starting values were used 
to estimate the model in order to avoid convergence on a local solution, as recommended by Peel & McLachlan, 
(2000). 
To compare between the models with different number of classes we used several criteria: Akaike’s information 
criterion (AIC); Bayesian information criterion (BIC); Lo-Mendell-Rubin Adjusted LRT Test (LMR); Vuong-Lo-
Mendell-Rubin Likelihood Ratio Test (VLMR); and Bootstrap Likelihood Ratio Difference test (BLRT) (Nylund, 
Asparouhov, & Muthén, 2007). In terms of BIC and AIC indices, the model with lowest values is considered best 
fitting the data. LMR, VLMR and BLRT provide a p-value that if significant, means that the model with k classes 
is better fitting than a model with k-1 classes (Nylund et al., 2007). A value of Entropy closer to 1 is considered 
an indicator of clearly delineated classes (Celeux & Soromenho, 1996). 
After the profile analysis, we used a Chi-square test of independence to see if belonging to a certain profile is 
significantly associated with the demographic variables. We also did as a one-way ANOVA to see if there are 
significant differences between the profiles on intrinsic job satisfaction, in-role performance and OCB. 
Results 
As mentioned, we used latent profile analysis to compare models with two, three, four and five classes. The 
comparison indices can be seen in Table 1. 
Table 1. Model Comparison 
  AIC BIC Entropy LMR VMLR BLRT 
M1 2 classes 15893 15997 0.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 
M2 3 classes 15767 15898 0.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 
M3 4 classes 15660 15818 0.88 0.05 0.05 0.00 
M4 5 classes 15586 15772 0.86 0.29 0.28 0.00 
Note: N= 1752; AIC = Akaike’s information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion. VLMR- 
Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin Likelihood Ratio Test; LMR- Lo-Mendell- Rubin Adjusted LRT Test; BLRT-
Bootstrap Likelihood Ratio Difference test 
 
BIC and AIC indices continue to decrease with each new model with more classes, indicating that fit improves 
as more classes are tested within the models, and the BLRT p-value supports that. The p-values of the LMR and 
VMLR demonstrate that the 3-class solution is better than the 2-class solution; the 4-class solution is better than 
the 3-class solution, however the 5-class model is not a better fit than the 4-class model. All models have similar 
values of Entropy (between .85 and .90). 
Although BLRT is considered the most robust information criterion, it can be inaccurate in model 
misspecification or non-normal distributions. Therefore, we considered LMR and VMLR´s values as most robust 
indicators and based on the results, we consider that the 4-class model is most likely to explain our data. This 
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solution was chosen also because of parsimony and interpretability of the four profiles that emerged. Graph 1 
shows a representation of the 4 profiles according to their mean scores on the four PsyCap dimensions. Table 2 
shows the means and standard errors on the four PsyCap dimensions for each of the profiles. Graph 1.  Graphical 
Representation of the 4 latent profiles 
 
Table 2. Means and standard errors on the four PsyCap dimensions 
 
Profile 1 
N= 27 
Profile 2 
N= 68 
Profile 3 
N= 107 
Profile 4 
N=1550 
 
Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE Mean SE 
Efficacy 3.36 0.31 4.52 0.31 2.70 0.19 4.76 0.03 
Hope 2.65 0.20 4.48 0.18 4.08 0.19 4.65 0.02 
Resilience 5.15 0.14 3.19 0.17 4.45 0.21 4.98 0.03 
Optimism 5.24 0.24 3.76 0.23 4.25 0.20 4.71 0.03 
 
The analysis revealed that the overwhelming majority of the sample (1550 people) was classified in a profile 
(Profile 4) with high scores on all four PsyCap dimensions (means between 4.65 and 4.98). The lowest number 
of individuals, only 27 were classified in Profile 1 which showed lower results on efficacy and hope (3.36 and 
2.65) and higher results on resilience and optimism (5.15 and 5.24). 68 people were classified in a mirroring 
profile, Profile 2, where the levels of efficacy and hope are comparatively higher than the levels of resilience and 
optimism (respectively 4.52 and 4.48 in comparison to 3.19 and 3.76). Finally, 107 people were classified in Profile 
3 with lower results on self-efficacy (2.70) and relatively higher results on hope, resilience and optimism 
(respectively 4.08, 4.45 and 4.35). 
We went on to check the specific demographics of the individuals distributed in each profile and performed a 
Chi-square test of independence to see if there is a significant association between the demographics and 
belonging to a certain profile. We also analyzed the standardized residuals and compared them to the critical 
values that correspond to an alpha of .05 (+/-1.96) (MacDonald & Gardner, 2000). Thus, we were able to see if 
the observed frequencies of the demographics differ from the expected frequency given the distribution of our 
data. The Chi square significance, the expected and actuals counts, and the standardized residuals can be seen 
in Table 3.  
 
1
2
3
4
5
6
Efficacy Hope Resilience Optimism
LP1 N= 27 (1.54%)
LP2 N= 68 (3.88%)
LP3 N= 107 (6.11%)
LP4 N= 1550 (88.47%)
Journal of Social Science Research Vol 14 (2019) ISSN: 2321-1091               https:/rajpub.com/index.php/jssr 
3036 
 
Table 3. Distribution of demographics according to profile     
 
Profile 1 
↓ SE 
↓ Hope 
↑Resil. 
↑Opt. 
Profile 2 
↑ SE 
↑Hope  
↓Res. 
↓Opt. 
Profile 3 
↓ SE 
↑ Hope  
↑Res. 
↑Opt. 
Profile 4 
↑SE 
↑Hope  
↑Res. 
↑Opt. 
Chi2 p-
value 
Gender 
Female 
Count 8 39 54 821 
0.07 
Expected Count 13.6 34.4 57.8 816.2 
% in profile 32.0% 61.9% 50.9% 54.9% 
St. Residual -1.5 0.8 -0.5 0.2 
Male 
Count 17 24 52 675 
Expected Count 11.4 28.6 48.2 679.8 
% in profile 68.0% 38.1% 49.1% 45.1% 
St. Residual 1.7 -0.9 0.6 -0.2 
Age 
< 35  
years old 
Count 1 26 40 417 
0.005* 
Expected Count 7.6 18.3 29.6 428.5 
% in profile 3.7% 40.0% 38.1% 27.4% 
St. Residual -2.4 1.8 1.9 -0.6 
35 to 50 
 years 
Count 20 32 53 861 
Expected Count 15.2 36.5 59.0 855.3 
% in profile 74.1% 49.2% 50.5% 56.6% 
St. Residual 1.2 -0.7 -0.8 0.2 
>50 
Count 6 7 12 244 
Expected Count 4.2 10.2 16.4 238.2 
% in profile 22.2% 10.8% 11.4% 16.0% 
St. Residual 0.9 -1.0 -1.1 0.4 
Education 
No studies 
Count 1 1 1 14 
0.001* 
Expected Count 0.3 0.7 1.0 15.0 
% in profile 3.7% 1.5% 1.0% 0.9% 
St. Residual 1.4 0.4 0.0 -0.3 
Compulsory  
education 
Count 14 5 24 160 
Expected Count 3.3 7.9 12.4 179.5 
% in profile 51.9% 7.7% 23.5% 10.8% 
St. Residual 5.9 -1.0 3.3 -1.5 
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Occupational 
 training 
Count 6 12 27 247 
Expected Count 4.7 11.3 17.8 258.2 
% in profile 22.2% 18.5% 26.5% 16.7% 
Residual 1.3 0.7 9.2 -11.2 
St. Residual 0.6 0.2 2.2 -0.7 
High school 
Count 3 11 24 296 
Expected Count 5.4 13.0 20.3 295.3 
% in profile 11.1% 16.9% 23.5% 20.0% 
St. Residual -1.0 -0.5 0.8 0.0 
University  
degree 
Count 3 36 26 755 
Expected Count 13.2 31.8 49.9 725.0 
% in profile 11.1% 55.4% 25.5% 51.0% 
St. Residual -2.8 0.7 -3.4 1.1 
Others 
Count 0 0 0 9 
Expected Count 0.1 0.3 0.5 8.0 
% in profile 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 
St. Residual -0.4 -0.6 -0.7 0.4 
Seniority in the 
organization 
< 1 year 
Count 2.0 7.0 24.0 125.0 
0.001* 
Expected Count 2.4 6.2 10.0 139.3 
% in profile 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 
St. Residual -0.3 0.3 4.4 -1.2 
Between  
1 and 5 years 
Count 2.0 14.0 19.0 272.0 
Expected Count 4.7 12.1 19.5 270.7 
% in profile 8.0% 21.9% 18.4% 19.0% 
St. Residual -1.3 0.5 -0.1 0.1 
> 5 years 
Count 21.0 43.0 60.0 1034.0 
Expected Count 17.8 45.7 73.5 1021.0 
% in profile 84.0% 67.2% 58.3% 72.3% 
St. Residual 0.7 -0.4 -1.6 0.4 
Job Tenure 
< 1 year 
Count 3.0 13 30 228 
0.028* 
Expected Count 4.4 10.8 16.6 242.2 
% in profile 11.5% 20.3% 30.3% 15.8% 
St. Residual -0.7 0.7 3.3 -0.9 
Between  
1 and 5 years 
Count 4.0 20 23 406 
Expected Count 7.2 17.8 27.5 400.5 
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% in profile 15.4% 31.3% 23.2% 28.2% 
St. Residual -1.2 0.5 -0.9 0.3 
> 5 years 
Count 19 31 46 808 
Expected Count 14.4 35.4 54.8 798.4 
% in profile 73.1% 48.4% 46.5% 56.0% 
St. Residual 1.2 -0.7 -1.2 0.3 
 
According to the Chi-square significance values, age, education, tenure and seniority in the organization are all 
significantly associated with belonging to a certain profile, while gender was not. However, the results from the 
standardized residuals showed that in profiles 2 and 4 the demographics were in line with what is expected 
given the distribution of the overall sample. In profiles 1 and 3, there were deviations from the expected count 
on certain demographics. 
Specifically, for Profile 1 (low hope and self-efficacy; high resilience and optimism), in terms of age, there were 
fewer people who were under 35 years old than expected (s. r. = -2.4< 1.96). In terms of education, there were 
more people than expected with a compulsory education (s. r. = 5.9 > 1.96) and fewer people with a university 
degree (s. r. = -2.8 < 1.96). 
For Profile 3 (low self-efficacy; high hope, resilience and optimism, regarding education, there were more people 
than expected with a compulsory (s. r. =3.3 > 1.96) and an occupational education (s. r. = 2.2 > 1.96) and fewer 
people than expected with a university degree (s. r. = -3.4 < 1.96). Regarding tenure, there were more people 
than expected with less than a year job tenure (s. r. = 4.4 > 1.96); the same applies for seniority, there are more 
people than the expected who have been in the organization less than a year (s. r. = 4.4 > 1.96). 
Thus, people with lower formal education and over 35 years old, were more likely to be classified in Profile 1: 
low hope and self-efficacy and high resilience and optimism. People with lower formal education and less than 
a year job tenure and seniority were more likely to be classified in Profile 3, low self-efficacy and high on the 
other three PsyCap constructs. 
Apart from the association of the demographics to the profiles, we also tested if there are significant differences 
among the latent profiles in the levels of in-role performance, job satisfaction and OCB, through an analysis of 
variance. We tested the assumption for homogeneity of variances using Levine’s test which is sensitive to large 
discrepancies in sample size of groups, as is our case, and the assumption held for intrinsic job satisfaction (p= 
.22), for OCB and (p= .65) for in-role performance (p=.71), but not for extrinsic job satisfaction (p< .05). Even 
though there are robust F-statistics (e.g. Brown-Forsythe test), which can account for the violation of the 
homogeneity of variances assumption, ANOVA’s statistical power can be diminished by the violation and the 
results may be biased when the discrepancy between samples is very large (Keppel & Wickens, 2004). Therefore, 
we decided to only use intrinsic job satisfaction, instead of overall job satisfaction. 
Thus, table 4 shows the results from the ANOVA comparison between the four profiles on intrinsic job 
satisfaction, OCB, and in-role performance. 
Table 4. One-way ANOVA results for job sat., OCB and in-role performance 
 
Profile 1 
↓ SE 
↓ Hope 
↑Res. 
Profile 2 
↑ SE ↑Hope  
↓Res. ↓Opt. 
Profile 3 
↓ SE 
↑ Hope  
↑Res. ↑Opt. 
Profile 4 
↑SE ↑Hope  
↑Res. 
↑Opt. 
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↑Opt. 
 
Mean (SD) df F η2 
Intrinsic  
satisfaction 
4.19 
(1.26) 
4.86 
 (1.07) 
4.78 
 (1.12) 
5.26 
(1.05) 
3.00 18.06*** 0.03 
OCB 
4.74 
(1.10) 
5.15 
(1.06) 
4.63 
(1.05) 
5.54 
(0.93) 
3.00 38.64*** 0.062 
In-role  
performance 
6.35 
(0.80) 
6.25 
 (.69) 
6.26 
(.67) 
6.38 
(.66) 
3.00 1.903 0.003 
Note. *** = p < .001. 
As the ANOVA table indicates, there were significant differences across profiles for intrinsic satisfaction [F (3; 
1748) = 18.06, p< .0001] and OCB [F (3; 1748) = 38.64, p< .0001], but not for in-role performance [F (3; 1748) = 
1.90, p= .127]. 
Tukey’s Post Hoc comparison showed that Profile 1 and Profile 2 differ significantly on the mean of intrinsic job 
satisfaction (p < .05), thus, individuals with low self-efficacy and hope and high resilience and optimism tend to 
score lower on intrinsic job satisfaction compared to individuals with high self-efficacy and hope and low 
resilience and optimism. 
There was also a significant difference in the mean of OCB between Profile 2 and Profile 3 meaning that 
individuals with high self-efficacy and hope and low resilience and optimism tend to score higher on OCB 
compared to individuals with low self-efficacy and high hope, resilience and optimism. 
Profile 4 was significantly different from the other three profiles, showing that those who score high on all four 
PsyCap dimensions tend to experience higher levels of OCB and intrinsic job satisfaction than people in the 
other profiles who scored lower on one or more of the components. 
Discussion 
The objective of this paper was to verify if individual profiles exist across the four dimensions of PsyCap: self-
efficacy, hope, resilience and optimism. A latent profile analysis was carried out where four models were 
compared and the model with 4-latent profiles was decided to be the best fit to our data. We explored the 
demographics of the individuals in each profile and discovered that gender had no significant relationship with 
profile membership, while age, education, seniority in the organization and job tenure did. We also found 
significant differences between some of the profiles in the way they related to intrinsic satisfaction and OCB. 
The overwhelming majority of the sample showed a tendency to score high on all four PsyCap dimensions as 
illustrated by Profile 4 where 88.47% of the participants were classified. This result backs up the notion that the 
four components reinforce one another as indicators of the second-order construct and supports PsyCap as a 
multidimensional construct, in line with previous literature, which has emphasized the communalities between 
the four dimensions over the differences (Luthans, Avolio, Avey, et al., 2007; Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2017). 
The multidimensional structure of the construct is further validated by the relationship of Profile 4 with the 
outcomes intrinsic job satisfaction and OCB. People who scored high on all four PsyCap dimensions also had 
significantly higher scores on OCB and intrinsic job satisfaction, compared to all other profiles. This finding goes 
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to show that the combination of all four PsyCap dimensions does in fact relate more strongly to wellbeing and 
performance outcomes, and it provides evidentiary support for the synergy effect of the four dimensions. 
Furthermore, it provides evidence in favor of the composite PsyCap score thus responding to Dawkins (2014) ´s 
recommendation to further validate its use. 
Although generally speaking, our study endorses the second-order structure of PsyCap, the exploratory Latent 
Profile Analysis revealed that there are also cases where the scores differ across the four PsyCap dimensions 
(Profile 1, Profile 2 and Profile 3). 
Profile 1 revealed low scores on hope and self-efficacy and higher ones on resilience and optimism. Profile 2 is 
mirroring Profile 1 with high hope and self-efficacy and lower resilience and optimism. Thus, these two profiles 
show that there is a specific configuration where people tend to score similarly on optimism and resilience on 
the one hand, and on self-efficacy and hope on the other. Our results show that there are communalities within 
these pairs of personal capacities, which are more pronounced for some individuals. We explain further these 
communalities in the following paragraphs, first for self-efficacy and hope, and then for resilience and optimism. 
Out of the four PsyCap dimensions, self-efficacy and hope may have the most theoretical communality, since 
they are both cognitive sets which refer to expectancies for the future, individual goals and outcomes, and 
determine behaviour to a large degree (Magaletta & Oliver, 1999). Overall, both of them are based on a positive 
attitude towards the probability of achieving goal-related outcomes (Zhou & Kam, 2016). Moreover, self-efficacy 
and hope share the common component of agency: agency refers to the motivational energy necessary to 
pursue a goal and the self-referent beliefs about being able to achieve it (Snyder, 2000). Agency is a component 
of cognitive nature that enables one to take action in a desired direction and it is the central element that links 
self-efficacy and hope. The agency component was thus low in profile 1 (low self-efficacy and hope) and high 
in profile 2 (high self-efficacy and hope). 
Given the results we obtained regarding the demographics, agency seems to be linked to age and educational 
level. People who were classified in the first profile (low self-efficacy and hope) were mostly over 35 years old 
with a compulsory education, and there were fewer than expected who had a university degree. Individuals with 
these characteristics are likely to perceive a lack of perspective and fewer goals in terms of career development, 
due to the socio-economic realities of the labour market that can be an explanation for a diminished agency. 
For example, there is evidence of an existing tendency on the Spanish labour market that favors the 
employability of younger workers over older ones (Benito Hernandez & Ramos Rodrigo, 2009). Also, the sample 
used in our study was predominantly from the service sector where more and more occupations nowadays 
require a university degree in order to ascend in position (Weller, 2006). This combination of factors somewhat 
limits the possibilities for professional development and progressing towards new goals, work positions or titles. 
This in turn, can inhibit goal-directed behaviour driven by future orientation that is the essence of agency. 
The other PsyCap configuration revealed by profiles 1 and 2 is resilience and optimism. The well-known 
broaden-and-build theory by Fredrickson’s (2001) offers some insight as to why these two capacities may go 
together. The broaden-and-build theory posits that positive emotions broaden people's repertoires of thoughts 
and actions when facing a difficult or stressful situation, thus leading to more endurance and momentary 
resilience (Fredrickson et al., 2003). Although POB authors have underlined that self-efficacy, hope and optimism 
can all serve as pathways to resilience (Luthans, Vogelgesang, & Lester, 2006), hope and self-efficacy are more 
based on cognition and thought patterns, while optimism has an emotional component (Peterson, 2000). Thus, 
in accordance with broaden-and-build theory, optimism is most similar to resilience, as experiencing positive 
affect relates to a more active approach to difficulties, while negative affect is linked to passive copying and 
escape or avoidance strategies (Fredrickson, 2001; Fredrickson et al., 2003). Hence, one’s level of optimism will 
also go hand in hand with one’s resilience. 
Regarding the demographics associated with this pair of capacities, higher resilience and optimism (Profile 1) 
were significantly associated with an age of over 35 years old. This finding is in line with some previous studies 
which have shown that older workers may have higher levels of optimism and resilience (Chopik, Kim, & Smith, 
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2015; Peña Vallejo, 2017; Wong et al., 2008). For example, there is evidence that older workers are more resilient 
and experience less strain and more positivity in the workplace than their younger colleagues who entered the 
job market later because they possess more social and personal resources accumulated throughout their 
experience (Rauschenbach & Hertel, 2011). In addition, younger workers tend to use more passive coping 
strategies compared to older workers who rely on problem-focused and active emotion-focused coping (Hertel, 
Rauschenbach, Thielgen, & Krumm, 2015)(Hertel et al., 2015). 
In addition to the mirroring configurations of the PsyCap elements between Profile 1 (low hope and self-efficacy 
and high resilience and optimism) and Profile 2 (high hope and self-efficacy and low resilience and optimism) 
there was also a significant difference in the scores on intrinsic job satisfaction between these two profiles. The 
people classified in Profile 2, high hope and self-efficacy, scored higher on job satisfaction than those in Profile 
1 where hope and self-efficacy were lower. This result places emphasis on the agency component, as it shows 
that even with lower levels of resilience and optimism, those high in hope and self-efficacy (and thus agency) 
reported more intrinsic job satisfaction than those high on resilience and optimism. Thus, agency appears to be 
a unique contributor to intrinsic job satisfaction in our sample. 
The final pattern that emerged from out data is shown in Profile 3 that had only one component where people 
would score lower self-efficacy, while the other three PsyCap dimensions were relatively high. In terms of 
demographics, belonging to this profile was associated with having less formal education, and less than a year 
tenure and seniority. Having less experience in the workplace is clearly connected to lower levels of self-efficacy 
since self-efficacy is built through past successes (Bandura, 1995), and thorough the use of pre-existing cognitive 
skills to manage the current demands (Bandura, 1995). It is likely that employees with less tenure and seniority 
would feel less confident when dealing with their day-to-day tasks, since self-efficacy requires domain-specific 
and situation-specific experience. Successful accomplishment of specific tasks is more likely to happen with 
more time on the same job position or in the same company, so less work experience can be a viable explanation 
for the lower levels of self-efficacy in Profile 3. 
Furthermore, those low on self-efficacy showed significantly lower levels of OCB than people in Profile 2 where 
self-efficacy and hope were high but resilience and optimism low. Again, this result makes the agency 
component stand out, since the combination of high self-efficacy and hope contributed more to OCB, compared 
to the combination of high hope, optimism and resilience. 
Thus, our study shows that both in the case of OCB and intrinsic job satisfaction, the combination of high self-
efficacy and hope appeared to be contributing to them, even when scores were lower on the other two PsyCap 
dimensions. Although the optimal configuration for reinforcing positive organizational outcomes is clearly high 
levels on all PsyCap dimensions, when this is not the case, agency, or having positive future expectancies and 
goal-directed motivation, is the next most important contributing factor. 
Limitations 
The first limitation has to do with the fact that we used a convenience sample and this does not allow us to 
generalize the results obtained regarding the configurations obtained for Profiles 1, 2 and 3. More analysis is 
needed in different samples to see if similar profiles emerge and if the configurations among the PsyCap 
components are consistent across other samples. Nevertheless, the demographic characteristics associated to 
the profiles help to provide reasonable explanations for the existence of the high-low and low-high 
configurations we obtained. 
A second limitation of this work has to do with the statistical analysis used to test if there are differences between 
the profiles in terms of the outcome variables. Although the use of ANOVA is warranted given that our main 
objective was to first test for the existence of profiles and then link them to outcome variables, this analysis 
obliges us to use and treat class membership as an observed variable (Clark & Muthén, 2009). This can be 
problematic because Latent Profile Analysis calculates the probability that individuals have to belong to a certain 
class. This means that there might be some cases of individuals who have much lower probability to belong to 
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a certain profile than others, but when class membership is treated as an observed variable both are considered 
to have a 100% probability of belonging to that same profile. In other words, the uncertainty of the classification 
is not accounted for when connecting them to distal outcomes, so it is a narrower way of looking at the 
relationship between the profiles and the outcomes. 
A third limitation has to do with the fact that we were not able to use the overall construct of job satisfaction, 
but only intrinsic job satisfaction to compare between profiles. However, this was done to ensure the statistical 
validity of the results from our analysis given the large discrepancies in the numbers of people across profiles. 
Future studies that aim to do PsyCap profiling should test both types of job satisfaction, as well as include more 
outcome variables, such as supervisor-rated performance, turnover intentions, and different types of employee 
wellbeing to see how different PsyCap profiles relate to them. Such outcomes have been commonly linked to 
PsyCap and are important for the sustainability of organizations, so relating them to specific profiles would 
clarify which of the PsyCap dimensions contribute most to a particular outcome. 
Furthermore, future works should explore causal relationships between the profiles with the use of longitudinal 
data. This approach would add great value to PsyCap profiling, especially if databases with more than 2 time 
points are used, as this allows for more sophisticated analyses, such as Latent Class Growth Modeling  and 
Growth Mixture Modeling (Feingold, Tiberio, & Capaldi, 2014; Grimm, Castro-Schilo, & Davoudzadeh, 2013). In 
addition, we suggest that future studies should explore how PsyCap profiles may evolve over time through diary 
studies and exploring trajectories, to see in what way they affect organizational outcomes, which is important 
given the state-like nature of the PsyCap dimensions and the fact that they are not entirely stable over time, and 
consequently, the profiles they yield may also change over time. 
Conclusions 
To conclude, the general tendency revealed in this study is high scores across all four PsyCap components, which 
is in support of the unitary structure of PsyCap where its four dimensions converge into an underlying positive 
capacity and motivation. Yet, the existence of the smaller profiles is in line with Rego et al., (2010)’ s proposal 
that future research should study simultaneously the effects of PsyCap as a second-order factor and the effects 
of each dimension separately, in order to obtain more detailed knowledge of how each component contributes 
(or not) to desirable outcomes. 
There is also a need to replicate the profile analysis in different samples, including in ones that contain data 
from the primary sector, in order to check if the same profiles emerge, or there are other configurations for 
different samples or contexts. If a consistent tendency is discovered for profile emergence, it would be 
informative to use the individual PsyCap profiles as predictors of organizational outcomes, rather than the 
composite PsyCap score that tends to omit at least some information. That being said, in studies where PsyCap 
is not a central variable, the use of the composite PsyCap score is justified by a tendency for scoring in a similar 
way on all four dimensions. 
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